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MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 

MANAGEMENT SUMMARY 

Foderal Regulatmns (36 CFR 219.10) require a live year review of the forest plan to “determine whether 
conditions or demands of the public have changed significantly” and thus resulting in a need to change the 

_, 

plan. This document presents the findings and recommendations of the five year review conducted on the 
Lo10 National Forest in the sunnner and fall of 1992. 

khonitoring and evaluation conducted during the first five years of forest plan implementation indicate that 
the plan is workmg Management Area (MA) allocations and their standards have been crucial in forest plan 
implementation. Tested many times, the standards have proven to be the key to achieving the plan’s goals 
and objectives. MA allocation mapping has been found adequate, as evidenced by the general lack of changes 
needed during project level design and implementation. 

Underpinning much of the discussion in this review is an important shift in the approach the Forest Service 
takes to resource management. The Chief of the Forest Service initiated this change in his June 1992 
announcement about “usmg an ecological approach in the future management of the National Forests and 
GrassIands ” A change of this magnitude cannot be made all at once And, as yet, much is unknown about 
the effects of this shift. 

A number of actions recommended in this review are first steps, embodying a comprehensive ecological 
approach to resource management, that 41 set up a framework for future actions Our overall strategy is 
to judiciously and incrementally change our forest plan where nnmediate action is needed, and to prepare 
for a forest plan revaxon m the 10 to 15 year time frame mandated by law 

The issues surfaced during the review do not require a forest plan revision as defined by the planning 
regulations There are several issues that requne changes to the plan. 

Issues discussed in this review are presented in two groups. 

issues needing changes to the plan that are within the Forest Supervisor’s authonty such as the 
processing of an amendment; and 
issues that can be resolved without change to the Forest Plan 

Seven issues fall in the first group. Resolving them will require minor wording changes to two forest-wide 
goals, several forest-wide and MA standards, and one monitonng item 

Issues in the second group require a variety of actions In some cases, implementation actions can be taken 
immedrately to resolve the issues, whde others need furthermomtonngand evaluation before specific actions 
can be formulated These may eventually result in forest plan changes. 

The significance of actions proposed, as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), is not 
mcluded as part of this Review. This determination w-111 be the first step to take before implementing each 
actloll 

The team recognized that wording and formatting changes could be done to make things clearer. Pubhshing 
a second edition of the plan was considered, but rejected because it cost too much Further, such an edition 
would not result in substantive change to the way the plan would be implemented during the time remaining 
before the mandatory revision. 
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INTRODUCTION 

INTRODUCTION 

In 1976 the Natmnal Forest Management Act mandated each national forest to complete a comprehensive In 1976 the Natmnal Forest Management Act mandated each national forest to complete a comprehensive 
Coorest plan Coorest plan As the lead forest in the Northern &gum, the forest distnbuted its first draft of the plan for public As the lead forest in the Northern &gum, the forest distnbuted its first draft of the plan for public 
comment in January 1980, and a second draft m January, 1982 In Apnl 1986, the Regmnal Forester comment in January 1980, and a second draft m January, 1982 In Apnl 1986, the Regmnal Forester 
approved the Lolo’s forest plan approved the Lolo’s forest plan 

Although the forest began to follow it.+, forest plan direction as early as 1980, formal implementation did not 
begin until 1986 Smce 1987, the forest has produced an annual monitonng and evaluatmn report 

The forest plan has been amended 14 times Appendix A contams a brief descrlptmn of these amendments 

THE REVIEW PROCESS 

The team revlewed the forest-wide management goals, standards and manngement area (MA) dmctmn The 
team asked the followng questmns: 

- Is 1t worlung~ Is It working well? 
Does It need to be changed now? 

- If so, what are those changes? 

The team also examned the findings of the 1991 Monitonng and Evaluatmn Report to see if more actmn 
was needed to solve the problems It identified 

Dwmg the process, team members raised concerns and presented pasable changes Then concerns were 
based on first-hand field expenence, on partmpatmn in proJect-level interdisciplmary teams conductmg 
cnvwmmental analyses, on proJect and forest-wide momtonng, on professmnal research, and on pubbc 
concern rmsed by local news media, in letters vmtten to the Forest Se-we, m appeals on thm and other 
surroundmg forests, and m personal contacts 

Issues ldentlfied have been grouped as follows 

those needmg forest plan changes, which can be authormd by the Forest Supervmr, and 

issues considered, but not reqmnng unmedmte change to the forest plan Some of these issues 
need a different kmd of follow-up a&on, such as more evaluatmn before change can be 
recommended, project-level mplementatmn changes, or a clearer understandmg among 
resource managers Issues that were dmmssed are also included m thm group 
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INTRODUCTION 

The forest management team, including the district rangers and program officers, reviewed the initial list 
of resource x~sues m May 1992 and concurred with the direction the review was taking. Then, the review team 
developed ,ssue papers, which were presented to the Rqonal Office III October 1992 The papers were 
changed m response to comments recaved 



ISSUE PAPERS 
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ACTIONS NEEDING 
FOREST PLAN CHANGES 

- Big Game Winter Range 
- Ecosystem Management and Forest Health 
- Elk Security 
- Heritage Program 
- Livestock Grazing 
- Sensitive, Threatened and Endangered Species 
- Wilderness Resource 
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ACTIONS NEEDING PLAN CHANGES 
Big Game Winter Range 

ISSUE: Big Game Winter Range 

I. PROBLEM STATEMENT 

Goal 2 directs the forest to provide habitat for increasing populations of big game animals. 
Management Areas (MA) 18, 19,22 and 23 are designed to optimize winter range habitat. Standard 
‘7 of MA 18, and standard G of both MA 22 and MA 23 require a 50:50 cover to forage ratio be met. 
In 1991, monitoring item 1-6 concluded that while winter range enhancement burning targets had 
been met, those targets were too low. 

Winter range forage productivity in western Montana depends on fire. Before tire suppression, fires 
burned winter ranges every five to 3Oyears. This pattern resulted in shrub communities that produced 
from 200 to 400 pounds of forage per acre per year. After 60 years of fire suppression, dense 
Douglas-fir stands now occupy some winter range The trees shade the shrubs so the shrubs produce 
less forage In borne places, shrub forage productivity has dropped to only 30 to 100 pounds per acre. 

Consequently, prescribed burning is done to increase range productivity Although the forest has been 
meetmg its forest plan target ofburning 1600 acres per year, current research indicates a need to burn 
3000 acres a year to sustain product&y. 

Winter range allocatrons mapping was done m only the dry Ponderwa pine and Douglas-fir arezw, 
habitat groups 1 and 2 Adjacent moist Douglas-fir and grand fir/spruce areas (habitat groups 3 and 
41 were not allocated, even though they provide most of the thermal cover the anun& usa to shield 
themselves from severe winter weather. Standards m MA’s 18,22 and 23 that raqwre half the winter 
range be in cover, make underburning almost nnpossible 

II. POTENT&U. ACTZONS THAT ADDRESS THE PROBLEM 

Increase the rate of prescribed burning and small-tree removal through thinnmg, slashing, etc Edit 
standard 7 of MA 18, and standard 6 of both MA 22 and MA 23, to let adjacent areas satisfy the 
thermal cover requnement for winter range MA’s Then more burning could be done to improve the 
forage production on winter range 

III. RBCOMMENDATIONAND RATIONm 

Reword standard 7 of MA 18, and standard 6 of both MA 22 and MA 23, to consider lands within or 
adjacent to the forage producing parts of winter range as thermal cover This would mclude the north, 
east and west aspects in habitat groups 3 and 4 These changes would allow increased burning and 
tree removal on winter ranges 
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ACTIONS NEEDING PLAN CHANGES 
Ecosystem Management and Forest Health 

ISSUE: Ecosystem Management and Forest Health 

I. PROBLEM STATEMENT 

The Forest Service is undergoing an Important shift m its approach to resource management This 
shift was nutiated semce-mde in June 1992 when the Chief of the Forest Service announced that he 
and his staff had decided 

“that it was time to take what we have learned over the past 3 years and implement 
a new management philosophy, . that the Forest Service is committed to using an 
ecological approach in the future management of the National Forests and Grasslands 
By ecosystem management, we mean that an ecological approach will he used to 
achieve the mulhple-use management It means that we must blend the needs of 
people and environmental values in such a way that the National Forests and 
Grasslands represent diverse, healthy, productrve, and sustainable ecosystems ” (See 
appendix B ) 

Although this shift ~11 have effects on how we do our work, we ~11 Implement changes as we gain 
knowledge and vahdate results Two areas where we can move in the Chmf s new dmxtlon are m goal 
4 and m the standanls for Insect and dxsease Many of the concerns and recommended actlons 
discussed m other issues of this review are also founded on Implementing ecosystem management 
pnnciples These WXI~S include old growth, vegetatwe management, and sensitive, threatened and 
endangered species 

The primary objective of ecosystem management 1s to sustam the productivity, resihence and diversity 
of natural ecological systems Goal 4 already supports ecosystem management by provlding for “a 
pleasing and healthy environment, mcludmgclear a~, clean water, and diverse ecosystems” However, 
the goal does not provide the emphasis for ecosystem management 

A number of standards and Management Area goals do not clearly support the Chiefs current 
direction, and this causes some confusion in implementation For instance, msects and diseases have 
a varmty of roles in the ecosystem, both posltlve and negative They perform v&l fun&Ions m healthy 
forests, such as the role of dwarf mistletoe plays in provldmg pnme habltat for c&am bird species 
But standards 56 through 58 portray insects and diseases as completely negative 

Smularly, there IS no discussion of fire’s role in ecosystem management In particular, standard 44, 
---- 1 recognizes the need to manage unplanned Igmtmns, but does not recogmze fire as a resource 

management tool Fire can be used to encourage natural ecological processes to provide forage 
production and wildlife habitat, and to meet other vegetative management objectives Comphcating 
the use of fire as a management tool are several issues, such as air quahty and protectmg pnvate 
property and other resou~es 

The followmg examples dlustrate undesirable forest health condltlons: 

1 Ponderma pmelDougla.s-fir 
The ponderosa p&Douglas-fir forest dommates the lower elevations of the Lo10 Natlonal 
Forest, compnsing at least 20 percent of smtable tlmberlands. Low&ten&y fires occurred 
every 5 to 30 years prior to tire suppressIon These fires maintained a forest of open, park-like 
stands dominated by pondemsa pme Excluding fire and removmg ponderosa pine old growth 
resulted m dense and immature stands of ponderosa pine and Douglas-fir 
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ACTIONSNEEDINGPLANCHANGES 
Ecosystem Management and Forest Health 

These changes have affected at least 80 percent of these commumties. Increases in stand 
density and changes in species composition, from the ponderosa pine to the more shade-tolerant 
Douglas-fir, have mcreased stand stagnation, root disease, dwarf mistletoe, and fuel loadings 
in these areas. 

Wddhfe speclss, such as the flammulated owl and pileated woodpecker, are dependent on this 
old growth type There has also been a loss of winter range because browse plants are either 
shaded out by the denser tree canopies or loss their overall vigor and stop producing new growth 
and seeds. 

This ecosystem IS increasingly m danger of catastrophic stand-replacing tires as fuel loadings 
and ladder fuels mcrease. 

2 Wkztebark pme 
The whltebark pine-dommatsd commumty, found at high elevations, has been affected by three 
major problems: 

- First, fire was excluded begmnmg in the early 1900’s. In this commumty, fire created 
sites for regeneration and removed shade-tolerant conifers like subalpine fir, spruce and 
mountam hemlock that compete with whltebark pine 

- Second, white pine blister rust was introduced about 1910. This disease typically kills 
90 percent of the host trees within a stand 

- Thud, epidemics of mountain pine beetle in stands of lodgepole pme, have killed the 
majority of overstory whltebark pine m adjacent stands. The epidemics involve 
thousands of acrss of 60-120 year old lodgepole pine 

The resulting loss of seed sourcs and accelerated development of shade-tolerant tree species has 
produced a slgmficant loss of the whltebark pine-dominated community Today, the area 
covered by seral white bark pine commumtles on the Forest has diminished by mars than half 
and the rate of decline ls acceleratmg. 

II. POTENTIAL ACTIONS THAT ADDRESS THE PROBLEM 

1 Change the wording of goal 4 and goal 8 to, 

8 Meet OP exceed State qualcty standards for clear azr and clean water. 

2 Change the wording of standard 44 to 

The Forest wzll use planned and unplanned prescribed fires to achzeue 
ecosystem management goals. A prescnphon for fire management xx 
required for both planned and unplanned zgmtions. 
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ACTIONS NEEDING PLAN CHANGES 
Ecosystem Management and Forest Health 

3. Modifl the existing insect and dissase standards in the Forest Plan to reflect the new undemtandlng 
of forest health and ecosystem management. Suggested wording is: 

Standard 56 - Vegetahve management pm&ices wzll be utilized to 
maintain or restore healthy ecosystems (healthy ecosystems includea 
appropriate kvek of dead and dying trees from a variety of causes) 
compatible with management ObJectives. 

a. Sustainable fowat health luill be maintained or enhanced through sound 
silvicultuml prescriptions. Silvicultunzl pm&ices will be designed to 
maintain OP re-establish healthy ecosystem condztions in treated 
Ian&capes. 

b. Bzologkal methods will be considered for direct control of insects, 
diseases, or weeds to maintam deszrabk forest condn?ons zf vegetahve 
managementpracticesare undestmbleorineffective. Chemical control will 
be recommended only when other methods are ineffective, 

c. Landscapes will be risk-rated for znsects and pathogens with major 
ecosystem roles. Nataml roles and outcomes of mapx insect infestations 
and pathogens will be considered tn establishzng appropriate levels of risk. 
Current and future nsk levels will be compared to healthy risk levels to help 
set treatmentpnoritks. 

4. After finalizing the pmposed changes to the goals and standards, evaluate the need to modify 
existing MA goals and standards. Develop new and revised MA goals and standards as necessary. 

5 Make no changes in the Forest Plan at this time, but prepare for changes when the plan is to be 
revised. 

III. R.ECOMMENDA!I!ION Ah?D RATIONALE 

Implement potential actions 1 through 4 to reflect the focus on forest health and ecosystem 
management. Thii complies with the Chiefs dir&ion and sets the stage for developing new MA goals 
and standards at the time of the next scheduled plan revision. 
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ACTIONSNEEDINGPLANCHANGES 
Elk Secunty 

ISSUE: Elk Security 

I. PROBLEM STATEMENT 

Goal 2 states that the forest ~41 provide habltat for increasing populations of big-game annuals. 
Standard 8 says the forest will provide for “quahty hunting and fmhmg opportunities . . . (using) habitat 
manipulation, transportation management and planning, and by coordinating and cooperating with 
the Department of Fish, Wddlife, and Parks ..“. 

Monitoring items l-l and l-2 address elk pmductivlty. In 1991, monitonng item 1-2 said monitoring 
elk security 1s “a more critwal factor than cover/forage ratios in many of our timber sales.” Elk security 
IS unportant because the public continues to support the existence of a large population of elk with 
a desirable. proportion of older bulls The opportunity to kill, view or photograph a trophy-size animal 
is uxreasmgly limited in the western United States. 

Standard 26 says the forest ~111 “pmvlde a variety of hunting recreation opportunities . . to assist the 
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks in meeting their goal of maintaining long hunting 
seasons with nunimum restrictions ” This standard recogtuzes, but does not define, the responsibdity 
the Lo10 and Montana Department of Fish, Wddhfe and Parks (MDFWP) share in protecting older 
bulls To protect bulls dunng the long huntmg season, the forest has assumed the responsibility for 
mamtainmg elk security, whde MDFWP has taken responsibihty for managing the hunting seasons 
These agency roles are not speIled out in the plan. 

II. POTENTIAL ACTIONS THAT ADDRESS THE PROBLEM 

1 Change the Forest Plan Monitoring Requwements to address elk security. Item 1-2 would read. 

ACTMTY, PRACTICE OR EFFECT TO BE MEASURED 

Elk Secunty - Tzmber harvest or other o&tvrbes that retain sufFczent elk 
secunty to mast the Montana Department of fish, Wzldlzfe, and Parks 
(MDFWP) m meettng themgoal of mamtamzng long hunttng seasons with 
muwmma restnctzons as stated tn Forest Plan Standard 26. 

VARIABILITY (+/-I WHICH WOULD INITIATE FURTHER EVALUATION 

S~tuahons zn whxch greater than 25% of moderate and high value elk herd 
umts have u&equate secunty to carry dewed numbers ofbull elk through 
the hunting season as speafied m the MDFWP 1992 Statewzde Elk 
Management Plan. Interpretahon of monztonng data must consider, zn 
odd&on to vegetahve, topography, and access vamzbles, the effect that 
hunter numbers have on bull carryover It zs recognized that mereasmg 
hunhng preeewe, tf not lmlted by MDFWP regulaahons, wzZ2 evenhally 
overnde efforts to retam secunty and result tn m&equate bull survcual 
regardless of the amount of secunty retamed on the Lo10 Forest. Also, it )s 
recogntzed that wrthm some elk herd unrts, bulls are inherently uulneroble 



ACTIONS NEEDING PLAN CHANGES 
Elk Security 

to hunting pressure due to topography, uegetation, or animal movement 
patterns, and efforts to maintam security may prove futile in allowing 
adequate numbers of bulls to ewvwe the hunting eeason. 

2. Evaluate possible changes to standard 26 to clearly define roles and responsibilities of the forest and 
MDFWP for elk secunty 

III. RECOMIkfhWDATION Ah’D RATIONALE 

Incorporate elk security in monitoring item 1-2 as stated above. Since current monitoring items only 
measure elk pmductivity, th= xwis~~n wll make our monitoring more relevant to our elk 
management concerns and objectives. 

Evaluate possible changes to standard 26 to clarify the shared responsibilities of the forest and 
MDFWP to provide elk security. Making these changes will eliminate confusion over the shared rules 
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ACTIONS NEEDING PLAN CHANGES 
Heritage Program 

ISSUE: Heritage Program 

I. PROBLEM STATEMENT 

Standard 54 says cultural resource mventones ~11 be conducted and suitable mitigation measures will 
be taken to protect hlstonc sites in all project arms Standard 55 dmects the forest to coordinate Forest 
Service projects with representatives from the Confederated Saliih and Kootenai Tribes. 

Withm the last few years, the Forest Service has placed stmng emphsm on interpreting historic and 
prehistoric places This expanded role of cultural resource management, now referred to as “the 
heritage program”, IS not identified as such nor directed by the forest plan 

II. POTENTIAL ACTIONS THAT ADDRESS THE PROBLEM 

Change standard 54 to emphasize the forest’s role in ldentifymg, protectmg, enhancxng and 
mterpreting cultural resources 

III. RECOMMENDATION AND RATIONALE 

Change standard 54 to reflect the expanded role m the heritage program, to make the plan comply 
v&h current policy and facd&zte coordination with tribes and other agencies 
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ACTIONS NEEDING PLAN CHANGES 
Livestock Grazing 

ISSUJ3: Livestock Grazing 

I. PROBLEM STATEMENT 

Monitoring item 2-3 shows that grazing on most allotments, particularly those with riparian areas, 
has exceeded forest plan utihzation standards for forbs, grasses and shrubs. In some places stream 
banks have been damaged Based on field observations, shrub and bluegrass utlhzation standa& are 
set too high because they let too much plant matter be removed. 

The plan’s range outputs are based on using both primary and transitory range. Primary range 
consists of permanent grasses, very often in riparian zones, that cattle graze heavily and consistently. 
Transitory range occurs in forested areas after they are diiturbed by tire or logging, producing 
palatable forage for a time 

Many grazing allotments contain riparian areas bounded by steep hillsides. The steep rises discourage 
hvestock from using upland transitory range, reducing the actually grazed area to the riparian zones. 
Monitoring has shown that despite salting, herding, fencing and developing alternate water sources, 
permittees have had httle success at getting animals to use transitory range. For allotments where 
carrying capacity calculations assumed uniform hvestock distribution, forest plan standards for water 
quahty, streambank erosion, and nparian vegetation management have been violated. 

The Management Area (MA) 15 allocation 1s another issue. This MA contains only 282 acres, with a 
primary goal to provide livestock grazing, yet no significant grazing is currently occurring or 
anticipated on these lands. The fact that these lands are segregated into an MA by themselves is 
irrelevant to their management These lands could be reallocated to MA 1, the non-forested and 
noncommercial forest lauds. Livestock grazing would still be allowed if they were reclassified as MA 
1 

II. POTEN!lIAL ACTIONS THAT ADDRESS THE PROBLEM 

1 Revise standard 9 for MA 14 and Rock Creek standard 21 in Chapter IV, to reduce bluegrass and 
shrub utilization standards so riparian zones will be adequately protected. 

2 Continue to work closely with range permittees to adjust grazing schedules and herd sizes to get 
range allotments to comply wth forest plan standards 

3 MA 15 should be ehmmated and the land allocated to MA 1. 

III. RECOMMENDATION Ah’D RATIONALE 

Implement actions 1 and 2 Continue to emphasize range allotment administration and increase 
permittee participation The time before the plan is revised will give permittees time to adjust their 
practmes. 

Implement action 3 Since MA 15 includes only 282 acres and is not significantly grazed, reallocating 
those few acres to MA 1 would have no effect 
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ACTIONS NEEDING PLAN CHANGES 
Sensitive, Threatened and Endangered Species 

ISSUE: Sensitive, Threatened and Endangered Species 

I. PROBLZM STATEMENT 

Threatened and endangered species are addressed in goal 7 and standards 24 and 27. These policy 
statements do not pmvide enough direction and emphasis to adequately manage and protect sensitive, 
threatened and endangered species. 

First, they do not provide a mechanism to assure coordinated management across administrative 
boundaries For example, the Mission grizzly bear sub-population, which has continued to decline, 
travels across both the Lo10 and Flathead national forests as well as across private, tribal, state, BLM 
and other public lands If recovery efforts are to be successful, actions must be coordinated. 

Second, when the forest plan was developed, there was no sensitive species program m the Northern 
Region. The plan has very little that spec&ally addresses the protection and management of sensitive 
species (plant and animal), although goal 2 does direct us to ” . provide habitat for viable populations 
of all indigenous wildlife species ” Current Forest Service policy directs forests to include sensitive 
species in their forest plans 

In addition to thegeneral direction addressed above, two issues pertain specifically to the management 
of grizzly bear habitat 

First, the forest has no open-road density standard for occupied grizzly bear habitat m the forest plan. 
Current research mdxates a standard of one mile of open road per square mile is appropriate. Our 
adjouung national forests have already adopted the one mile density as a forest standard. Adoptmg 
such a standard would provide consistent management direction across administrative boundaries, 
and would be consistent with current research findings, and would comply with United States Fish 
and Wddhfe Service policy 

Second, an issue that has come before the Northern Continental Divide Ecosystem (NCDE) Grizzly 
Bear Managers Subcommittee is the implementation of a consistent strategy to elimmate the 
occurrence of grizzly bears digging up buned human waste as a source of food Actwithes leavrng 
human-caused food sources of any kmd for the beam is not consistent with the Interagency Grizzly 
Bear Guidelines, Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan, and the plans of the four national forests in the NCDE 
The forests have already addressed other human-caused food sources such as leaving food and refuse 
at campsites, storing food improperly or leaving food unattended, and the deliberate feeding of bears. 

II. POTENTUL ACTIONS TIIAT ADDRESS THE PROBLEM 

1 Change standards 24 and 27 to reflect the need to coordinate sensitive, threatened and endangered 
spscms programs across admuustrative boundanes. 

2 Remove the word “wildhfe” from goal 2 to direct this goal toward both plant and animal species 

3 Develop a new standard for sensitive species consistent with FSM 2672 4 and 2672.41 
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ACTIONS NEEDING PLAN CHANGES 
Sensitive, Threatened and Endangered Species 

4. Add an open mad density standard for occupied g&sly be& habitat to stands%! 52 as follows: -m 

In occupied grizzly bear habitat open mad densities of eristing made will be 
restricted to a maximum of 1.0 mzks of madper section and all new roads, except 
arterials, will be closed year-rcwzd (average values cdlculated aver designated 
herd-unit analysis areas). 

5. The forest suparvisom of the four national forests in the NCDE will direct that a consistent 
implementation strategy be put in place across the entire NCDE to eliminate human waste as a food 
source for g&sly bears. Any possible subsequent need for changes to the Lo10 Forest Plan will be 
evaluated and acted upon after an agreement by the NCDE Grizzly Bear Managers Subcommittee 1s 
reached. 

III. RECOMMENDATIONS AND RATIONALiZ 

Implement action 1 to incorporate explicit references to inter-forest and inter-agency cooperation in 
standards 24 and 27. These references will make sure that when murss cross forest boundaries, they 
~111 be handled in a coordinated manner hy all parties involved. 

Implement actions 2 and 3 to add the protection of sensitive plants to the forest plan. 

Add an open road density for occupied grlszly bear habitat as suggested in action 4 to make our 
standards consistent with our neighlxmlng forests, with current research findings, and with U S Fish 
and Wildlife Service Policy. 

Implement action 5 to address the elimination of human waste as a food sourca for grizzly bears to 
satisfy direction gwen in the Interagency Grizzly Bear guidelines, Grizzly Bear Recovery Plan, and 
forest plans. 
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ACTIONS NEEDING PLAN CHANGES 
Wilderness Resource 

ISSUE: Wilderness Resource 

I. PROIXEM STATEMENT 

Management Area (MA) 12 consists of a number of designated wilderness areas. It also includes areas 
having the potential for future wdderness designation MA 12 provides specific direction for the 
stewardship of those lands and their unique values. However, no forest-wide goal or standards direct 
wlderness management. Thus there is no sense of the importance that the forest places on it’s 
responsibility to manage wlderness. Thts apparent a&k of direction has become an issue as the need 
for protecting wlderness values has become more prominent. 

Noxious weeds and other exotic vegetation are infesting an increasing number of sites m the Bob 
Marshall Wdderness Complex (BMWC) Public concern about weeds in the wilderness is increasing. 
Through momtoring of noxious weeds the Forest is locating mfested sites The 1992 BMWC 
Wdderness Management Implementation Program directs the eradication and control of noxious 
weeds 

II. POTENTIAL ACTIONS THAT ADDRESS THE PROBLEM 

Develop the wording to include the management of wddernesa in the forest-ullde management 
direction Evaluate the effects of implementing such duection and take appropriate actlon 

Change MA 12 to reqmre that m wddernesa areas, noxious weeds and their future introduction will 
be elimmated. 

Ill. RECOMMENDATION AND RATIONALE 

Develop the wordmg to mclude the management of wdderness in the forest-wide management 
dir&Ion. Evaluate the effects of lmplementmg such direction and take appropriate action This ~111 
explicitly direct the management of vnlderness and recognize its equal status with the management 
of all other resources 

Require the ebmmation of noxious weed species in all MA 12 wdderness areas. This would put the 
Forest Plan m conformance with the BMWC Wilderness Management Implementation Program 
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ACTIONS NOT REQUIRING 
FORES? PLAN C&fAhGi3~ 

- Aquatic Habitat 
- Economics 
- Oid Growth 
- Recreation 
- Rock Creek 
- Timber Harvest Schedule 
- Vegetative Management 
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ACTIONS NOT REQUIRING PLAN CHANGES 
.4quatic Habitat 

ISSUE: Aquatic Habitat 

I. PROBLEM STATEMENT 

Momtoring has demonstrated the need to Improve our understanding of the long-term effects of 
management activltles and mfrsquent natural events An example is the unexpected effect of 
long-term drought on flushing flows, sediment accumulations and water yields. Another case of 
unexpected natural variability was observed m sediment levels on the North Fork of the Blackfoot as 
a result of the 247,000 acre Canyon Creek tire Data is also needed on the long-term natural vanability 
of woody debris recruitment, accumulated sediment and fmh populations in unmanaged systems. 

The Forest Plan only addresses in-stream sediment as a significant factor to be mvestigated, whereas 
current research emphasizes the complex relationships among hydrology, aquatic habltat and the 
surrounding terrestrml environment. 

II. POTENTkAL ACTIONS THAT ADDRESS THE PROBLEM 

Contmue to apply current research findings during project analysrs 

Examine standards and monitonng items to incorporate the current understanding of natural 
variabihty in aquatic ecosystems. 

Encourage continued research in hydrology and aquatic habitat, and their relattonshlps to the 
surrounding terrestrial ecosystems Request the National Forest Research and the Regonal Office to 
develop better methods for measuring these relationshlps 

III. RECOMMENDATION AND RATIONALE 

Contmue to apply current research findings during project analysis 

Review and assess Forest Plan monitonngitems and standards to determine changes needed to reflect 
current understandmg of aquatlc ecosystems 

Encourage the contmuatlon of research in hydrology, aquatlc habitat and their relationshlps to the 
surroundmg terrestrial ecosystems wuest Forest Service Research and the Regional Office to 
develop better methods for measuring these relatzonshlps 

These actions ~111 allow us to: 

have a better understanding of the impact of our management activities on the aquatic 
environment; 
have better coordination with the Regional Office, adjoinmg national forests, and other 
public and private entities; and 
provide a basis for review and possible modification of our standards 
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ACTIONS NOT REQUIRING PLAN CHANGES 
Economics 

1Szi;UEi Economics 
_. 

I. PROBLEM STATEMBNT 

The costs and revenues ussd in FORPLAN have changed substantially since the Forest Plan was 
completed. The FORPLAN model used to determine land allocations and timber suitability, is based 
on coeffiments that were derived fmm best estimates of costs of timber harvest activities and market 
values of commodities. 

Monitoring of those costs and revenues has been done to verify the coefficient values (see monitoring 
item 9-I). While some coefficients are relatively stable, economic coefficients vary in response to 
market conditions. These conditions have fluctuated widely since they were first determined in the 
late 19’70’s. An economic analysis in 1988 focused onthe changing unit costs caused by six years of 
relatively low timber prices In the four years since that study, economic conditions have changed 
again with trmber product prices and stumpage values at record high levels. 

II. POTEI’VTIAL ACTIONS TRAT ADDRESS THE PROBLEM 

Continue to collect, monitor and evaluate the cost and revenue data. 

III. RRCOMMBNDATION Ah’D RATIONALE 

Continue to collect, monitor and evaluate the cost and revenue data affecting long range planning of 
forest manngement. 
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ACTIONS NOT REQUIRING PLAN CHANGES 
Old Growth 

ISSUE: Old Growth 

I. PROBLEM STATEmNT 

MA 21 standards address old growth. To reflect an improved understanding and increased national 
concern, the Forest Supervisor issued three letters in early 1991 to give more direction to resource 
managers about managing old growth (see Appendix C) These memos provide the following 
implementation direction: 

1. “..stop harvestmgin MA21 until we know more about how to manage old growth.” Exceptions 
must be reviewed by the Forest Old Growth committee. 

2 Protect special groves, retain legacy trees, and maintain existing and develop additional old 
growth ponderosa pme. stands 

3 Identify all available old growth by habitat group for all projects on the Seeley Lake Ranger 
District Defer tuuber harvest from these old growth stands to meet or exceed the forest’s old 
growth target of 8 percent 

AddItIonally, smce 1991 each tunber sale analysis has included ldentlfying the old growth m project 
planmng area to help determme the extent of old growth outside MA 21 

The Forest Plan’s old growth strategy no longer reflects current research for old growth stand 
sustainability and recruitment needs, or for the amount of old growth present in pre-settlement 
periods Two zones on the forest of primary concern are. 

1 McdlUpper Elevahon Zone - In the pra-settlement period, stand replacing tires burned every 
80 to 200 years creating a mosa~ of different-aged stands Stands reaching old growth 
conditions tended to be small and Isolated from other old growth stands The size of old growth 
stands varied greatly, but the mean and median size in typwd drainages were often less than 
100 acres The total amount of old growth m pre-settlement periods tended to represent a 
relatively small percentage of the landscape, generally five to 15 percent. 

The forest plan says a muumum of eight percent of each of the forest’s 71 major drainages be 
managed for old growth characteristics Within each drainage the eight percent 1s dlstnbuted 
among all six mayor habitat groups, so all major old growth commumties are represented. In 
this process some old growth stands were not allocated to MA 21 

2 Low EZeuaizon Zone - In the pre-settlement period, low intensity underburns typically 
occurred in this elevation zone every five to 30 years, producing large tracts of old growth 
ponderosa pine, and representing 50 to 65 percent of the ponderosa pine community. In this 
case, the target for retaining only eight percent of the landscape m old growth is a major 
departure from pre-settlement conditions 

Several wldhfe species, mcludmg pdeated woodpecker and flammulated owl, depend on this old 
growth commumty type The flammulated owl, a Region One sensitive species, was not known 
to occur on the forest when the forest plan was developed 

Actual acres of old growth ponderosa pme are below the target level Dunng the allocation of 
MA 21, drainages were cons&e&y found to have less than the minimum level of old growth 
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ACTIONS NOT REQUIRING PLAN CHANGES 
Old Growth 

ponderosa pine. Other old gr6vth communities (Douglas-fir, larch, etc) ware substitutedto-i 
meet the eight percent level. 

Very little pondemsa pine old growth is rwruitad. Most stands capable of producing old gmwth 
ponderosa pine are overstocked with pole-sized Douglas-fir. These stands are the result df 60 
years of tire suppression and turn-of-the-century logging which high-gradad the old growth 
pondemsa pine The resulting stands are stagnated, periodically infested with spruce budworm, 
vulnerable to root mt and mistletoe, and highly vulnerable to stand-replacing wildfire. 

II. POTENTIAL, ACTIONS THATADDRESS THE PROBLEM 

1. Consolidate Forest Supervisor memos into an implementation strategy for old growth 

2. Develop a revised old growth recruitment strategy for the mid/upper and low elevation zones. 

III. RECOBfMENDATIONAND RAmONALE 

1. Consolidate Forest Supervisor mamas into an implementation strategy for old growth. 

2. Develop a revised old growth recruitment strategy for the mid/upper and low elevation zones. 

By implementing these we will implement currsnt research findings for old growth management. We 
will update the Forest Plan at the mast scheduled Forest Plan revision with the results of 
implementation, monitoring and ongoing research. 
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ACTIONS NOT REQUIRING PLAN CHANGES 
Recreation 

ISSUE: Recreation 

1. PROBLEM STATEMENT 

The plan focused olel;on dqeraed recreatmn. Goal 3 says the forest will “provide for a broad 
6-J spectrum of dispersed ewe&ion involving sufficient acreage to maintain a low user denstty...’ 

In the last five years there has been an increase in demand for a wder range of recreational activities. 
The state has also been encouragmg businesses to locate here, touting a “desirable lifestyle” as one of 
Montana’s attnbutes That lifestyle features outdoor recreation and the forested landscape as key 
CO~pOWltS 

Other developments suggesting that current forest plan direction may be too bmited include the 
Chiefs National Recreation Strategy and the Secretary of Agriculture’s 1990 Renewable Resources 
Policy Act Program 

There is an mcreasing demand for developed recreational facilities along the lower Clark Fork River 
But standard 2 of MA 7 limits increases in developed sites to the Chain of Lakes area on the Se&y 
Lake Ranger Dlstnct Future development m the lower Clark Fork River condor could not be 
constructed without amendmg the plan 

II. POTENTIAL ACTIONS THAT ADDRESS THE PROBLEM 

I Momtor recreatmn demand trends to see If they warrant broadenmg forest plan direction to m&de 
dqersed, developed, and wilderness recreation 

2 Examne plans for the lower Clark Fork Rwer corridor against the standards for MA ‘7 to see if a 
change 1s needed. 

III. RECOMMENDATION AND RATIONALE 

1 Implement actmn 1 to see if the demand for recreational opportumties on the forest has changed 

2 Examme the standards for MA 7 to see d standard 2 is too restrictwe to meet current and future 
needs in the lower Clark Fork River corridor 



ACTlONS NOT REQWRING PLAN CHANGES 
Ftock Creek 

ISSUE: Rock Creek ’ 

I. PROBLEM STATElMENT 

Forest plan direction for Rack Creek is in Chapter 4 of the Lolo’s plan. In 1990, many people began 
to express concern about implementing the forest plan direction for Rock Creek. Over a two-year 
period the Lo10 and Deerlodge forest supervisor met with many individuals and organizations about 
Rock Creek. These meetinga included two workshops open to the public. People’s overriding concern 
centered on logging and it’s impact on the creek. In response to tbis concern, the forest supervisors 
suspended future timber sales in Rock C&k until a thorough drainage-wide analysis can be 
completed. (See Appendii D) 

II. POTBh’Z’AL ACTIONS !7!BXTADDRBSS TEE PROBLRM 

Complete a drainage-wide analysis when budgets permit. 

III. RBCOMMRNDATION AND BATIONALE 

Complete the drainage-wide analysis and compare its findings to the current Lo10 and Deerlodge 
plans. Amend the plans, if decisions made in the plan change as a result of the analysis. 
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Timber Harvest Schedule 

ISSUE: Timber Harvest Schedule 

I. PROBLEM STATEMENT 

Appendix E of the forest plan contamed a lo-year tnnher harvest program based on an allowable sale 
quantity of 107 bilbon board feet per decade. The actual timber harvest program for the first five 
years of plan implementation is much different from the program proposed in the plan 

The difference can be attributed to three primary reasons 

1) A change in conditions of the suitable timber base. In 1989 the forest recognized a it could 
not schedule a 107 million board feet annual timber sale program. This led to an assessment 
of the amount of timber the forest could schedule for sale. During the assessment, an 
interdisciplinary team of resource and management spwiahsts reviewed every major drainage 
on the forest to determme the condition of the lands designated “suitable” for timber harvest. 
Based on this assessment, the forest supervisor decided to set the harvest program from 1992 
through 1996 at a level that “provides a more stable and realistic timber program” See appendix 
E of this five year review for the supervmor’s letter to the pubhc explaining the conditions that 
lead to the revised tunber sale program 

2) A change m the agency’s direction on forest management In June of 1992 the Chief of the 
Forest Serwceinitiated an ecologxal approach to managing the national forests and grasslands. 
See appendii B for the Chiefs letter This ecological approach 41 affect the timber sale 
program. However, it is too early to predict with any accuracy how it will be affected 

3) A decrease in forest budgets 

To take into account the changes occurring over time in the forest’s timber sale program, the forest 
sets an annual timber sale program for the next five-year period. This five-year program is updated 
annually based on site conditions, progress of sale preparation, budgets, and management concerns 

II. PROPOSED ACTIONS 

A. Potential Actions That Address the Problem 

Annually reassess forest conditions affecting timber harvest and set the five-year timber sale 
program accordmgly 

B. Recommendation and Rationale 

Annually reassess forest conditions and set the timber sale program for the next five years. This 
annual reassessment would accommodate the dynamic nature of forest management 
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ACTIONS NOT REQUIRING PLAN CHANGES 
Vegetative Management Practices 

-&5WEl Vegetative Management Practicks 

I. PROBLEM STATEMENT 

In 1992, a task force was established to review the forest plan’s vegetative management practices (see 
forest plan appendix C-3) Two things pmmpted the review. 

First, monitoring shows the forest has concentrated on clearcutting and seed tree cutting. Although 
we’ve not exceeded the plan’s projection for the total acres to be harvested by these methods, the 
proportion of clearcuts and seed tree cuts to partial cuts is higher than the plan pmjected. 

Monitoring item 3-12 shows that for the period from FY 1987 to FY 1991, an average of 3544 acres 
were clearcut or seed tree cut annually, whereas an average of only 900 acres where harvested 
annually by other methods. The forest plan projected clearcut and seed tree harvests to be only about 
23% of the total acres harvested. 

Second, the forest’s current vegetative management guidelines do not provide the emphasis on 
ecological principles as directed by the Chiefs announcement to use an ecological approach in 
managing national forests (see Appendii BI. In the past, decisions about what silvicultural treatment 
to use emphasized harvesting high-productivity sites, repl&ing forest stands with rapidly growing 
trees, and offering economically viable timber sales. In the future, decisions need to be based on a 
broader range of silvicultural treatments that recognize ecosystem needs 

The task force has been established to propose changes to the forest plan’s vegetative management 
practices. The task force will develop silvicultural prescriptions to be used in implementing ecosystem 
management. 

Il. PROPOSED ACTIONS 

A. Potential Actions That Address the Problem 

1. Enforce the levels of timber harvest to the proportions as projected in the Forest Plan. 

2 Apply the vegetative management practices and silvicultural prescriptions developed by the 
task force 

B. Recommendation and Rationale 

Implement action 2. Apply the new vegetative management practices and silvicultural 
prescriptions to reflect the broader range of values represented in ecosystem management, 
rather than the wood-fiber production emphasis of the past 
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SUMMARY 

SUMMARY 

The five year forest plan review has surfaced changed conditions within 14 different issues that forest 
management believes are significant enough to take further action. Below is a summary, in tabular form, 
of the recommended actions within each of the 14 woes as detaded in the review 

ACTIONS NEEDING FOREST PLAN CHANGES 

The forest will proceed wth makmg changes to the forest plan listed m the table below. The significance of 
actlons proposed, as defined in the National Environmental Polq Act, will be determmed as the first step 
m implementing each action. 

ISSUES 

BIG GAME WINTER 
RANGE 

ECOSYSTEM 
MANAGEMENT AND 
FOREST HEALTH 

ELK SECURITY 

HERJTAGE PROGRAM 

LIVESTOCK GRAZlNG 

SENSITIVE, 
THREATENED AND 
ENDANGERED SPECIES 

WILDERNESS 
RESOURCE 

RECOMMENDATION 

Change the wonbng of goal 4 and 8, Standard 44, and Standards gfi, 57, and 68 to reflect the focus 
on forest health and ecnsystem management 

Change standard 54 to reflect the forest’s expanded mle to include ~denttticatwn, pmtedton, 
enhancement and tnterpretat,on of cultural rexauces 

Rmm standard 9 of MA 14 ad Rock Creek &anti 21 to reduce bluegrass and shrub uttbzat~on 
standards so nparian zones mll be adequately pm&ted, and reallocate MA 1.5 lands to MA 1 In 
adtitton to these forest plan changes, contmue to work closely Hnth range pemuttaes to get range 
dotments to comply Hnth forest plan standards 
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SUMMARY 

* ACTIONS NOT REQUIRING FOREST PLAN CHANGES 

Changes not requiring Plan changes will generally ix implemented through changes in pro@ level decisions, 
further studies, improved coordination with groups and individuals outside the Forest Service, in-service, 
awareness and training, and evaluation at the time of the next scheduled revision. The following table 
pummarizes actions that will be taken upon completion and acceptance of this five year review 

I ISSUES I REXOMMENDATION I 

AQUATIC HABITAT Contmue to apply currant research fidmgs durmg pm& an&q raview and ass= forest plan 
monitormg stems and standards to detamune changes needed to reflect -nt understandmg of 
aquatx eoxys+mns, and encourage the cont,m,atu,n of research I,, hydrology, aquat,c habdat and 
their relatmnslups to the swru,d,,-,g tenwtllal ecosystems 

ECONOMICS 

OLD GROWTH 

Continue to cdl&, momtor and evaluate cast and revenue data 

Consobdak previous forest supervisor n,emos into an rmplen,e,,t&on strategy for old growth, and 
develop a rewsed old growth rewwtment strategy for the mid/upper and low elevation zo,,ea 

RECREATION Manitorrecreatlon demand trends to seelftheyw -t broadenmg forest plan drrectmn to rnclude 
dispersed, developed. and wddernezs recreation Examme the standards for MA 7 to determme If 
standard 2 IS tm restrictive tn meet current and future needs III the Lower Clark Fork cwridor 

ROCK CREEK Complete a dramwe-wide analysis when budgets perrmt 

TIMBER HARVEST Annually - forest cnnd&ns affecting timber hawent and set the five-year tunber sale 
SCHEDULE plugram accordmgly 

VEGETATIVB 
MANAGEMENT 
PRACTICES 

Apply the vegetative management practws and sllwultural prascrxptrma developed by the forest’s 
prescnptmn task forca 
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APPENDIX A - PAST AMENDMENTS TO THE FOREST PLAN 

1 

2. 

3. 

4 

5 

5A 

6. 

7. 

8 

9 

10 

11 

Nonsignificant amendment (Aug. 7, 1986). Amended Standards 31 and 35 of Management 
Area 28 to clarify the location of a Rattlesnake td head facility. 

Nonsigmficant amendment (April, 1987). Replaced Appendix O-2 with the recreation 
management direction for the Bob Marshall Wilderness Complex This was a joint amendment 
of the Flathead, Lewis and Clark, Helena, and Lo10 National Forests 

Nonsignificant amendment (April 14,1987). Revised Standard 22 and added Standard 34a to 
Management Area 28. Mmimized the restrictions on dogs in the Rattlesnake National 
Recreation Area. 

Nonslgmficant amendment (March 10, 1989). Modified Management Areas 16, 18, and 21 
boundawes on 164 acres m the Sevenmile dramage of the Supenor Ranger District 
AdJustmen& made to Improve old growth values and long term timber management m the area 

Nonslgnrficant amendment (May 3,199O). Amended Standards 18,31 and 35 of Management 
Area 28 to faclhtate construction of a Rattlesnake horse tradhead 

Nonslgmficant amendment (Aug. 9,199O) Corrected mappmgof management area boundaries 
for 172 acres on the Superior District 

Nonsignificant amendment (Aug. 21, 1990). Corrected mapping of management area 
boundanes for 270 acres on the Plains/Thompson Falls District. 

Nonsigmficant amendment (Sept. 17, 1990). Corrected mapping of management area 
boundanes on the Plains/Thompson Falls District, Superior District, Missoula District, and the 
Se&y Lake District. Amended Forest-wide Standard 24 to establish coordmation wth the 
Interagency Gnzzly Bear Guidelines 

Nonslgmficant amendment (Oct. 22, 1990) Corrected management area boundanes for 423 
acres on the Plains/Thompson Falls Dishict 

Remanded nonsignificant amendment (Nov. 20, 1990) Corrected management area 
boundaries 426 acres on the Seeley Lake District Amendment was appealed and remanded 
Further analysis IS being conducted 

Nonsigmiicant amendment (Mar. 12, 1991). Amended forest pIans on the Beaverhead, 
BItterroot, Deerlodge, Flathead, Gallatin, Helena, Idaho Panhandle, Kootenai, Lewis & Clark, 
Lo10 and Nezperce National Forests to partition the AIlowab1.e Sale Quantity (ASQ) into two 
non-mterchangeable components for roadless and maded lands This was a regional 
amendment that was appealed and remanded 

Significant amendment (April 12,199l) Added new forest-wide standards, momtoring items, 
and guidelines for weed prevention and noxious weed control projects 
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12 

13. 

14 

Nonslgmficant amendment (Aug. 15, 1991). Identified which rivers meet the Wdd and Scenic 
Rivers Act eligibility qualifications; assigned each eligble river a potential cla&fication; and 
identified the wild, scenic, and recreational river management standards developed to manage 
and protect each eligble river while they received further study. 

Nonsignificant amendment (Dee 19,199l) Re-allocated 70 acres from Management Area 24 
to Management Area 9 to facilitate the construction of a new trmlhead on the Se&y Lake 
District. 

Nonsigmficant amendment (Feb. 1992). Incorporates the revwxl management direction for the 
Selway-Bitterroot Wdderness, which UJ contained in “Selway Bitterroot Wilderness General 
Management Dnwtion.” This was a joint amendment for the Bitterroot, Clearwater, Lola, and 
Nez Perce Forests 
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APPENDIX B 

United States Forest WdliUgtOll 14th & Indepdence SW 
Department of Service Office P.O. Box 96090 
Agriculture Washington, DC 20090.6090 

REPLY TO: 1330-l Date: June 4, 1992 

SUBJECT: Ecosystem Management of the National Forests and Grasslands 

TO: Regional Foresters and Station Directors 

We have made good progress over the past 3 years in experimenting with more environmentally sensitive 
ways to manage the National Forests and Grasslands under our New Perspective program. We learned 
a lot from our field demonstration projects, research effort, university symposia, and workshops. Mostly 
what we learned is that ecosystem management works and it is where we need to be headed wrth our 
research program and the management of the National Forests and Grasslands 

The Chmfand Staff decided last month that it was time to take what we have learned over the past 3yeam 
and implement a new management philosophy for the National Forests and Grasslands. Putting this in 
simple terms, we have been courting the ecosystem approach for 3 years and we hke the relationship and 
results Today, I am announcing the marriage and that the Forest Service is committed to using an 
ecological approach m the future management of the National Forests and Grasslands 

By ecosystem management, we mean that an ecologmal approach ~111 be used to achieve the multiple-use 
management of the National Forests and Grasslands. It means that we must blend the needs of people 
and environmental values in such a way that the National Forests and Grasslands represent diverse, 
healthy, productive, and sustamable ecosystems. I’m confident that with our knowledge, expertise, and 
experience along with a stronger public mvolvement effort, we can bnng the American people and their 
needs together with the land they own in a better way than it has ever been done before by anyone m the 
world That’s our challenge under this new policy of ecosystem management 

An ecological approach to managing the National Forests and Grasslands is the right way to go because 
forests are dynamic and complex ecosystems Forest ecosystems change over time whether managed by 
people or not Our management and care is essential to providmg diverse and productive habitat for 
wildlife and fisheries, clean water, clean an, outstanding opportumties for outdoor recreation, natural 
wood products for Amencan far&es, and long-term stability to the ecosystem. In a global framework, the 
forests play a vital role m being the lungs of the earth absorbing carbon dioxide and giving off oxygen. The 
forests also serve as an important ax filter by taking pollutants out of the air and storing them in the 
forests These are important reasons why we must put the management of National Forests and 
Grasslands on an ecologmai basis I know this is a tall order, but I believe we are now in good position to 
do it, and I have confidence in the capability of Forest Service people. 
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Re@onal Foresters and Station Directon 2 

As we learned under New Perspectives, there are three vary important points that must be carried forwaxl 
to make ecosystem management successful: 

1. Public involvement - Like never before, the Forest Service must renew ita commitment 
to public involvement and actively seek out and incorporate people’s views in our decisions about the 
management of the National Fore& and Grasslands. I envision a new, higher level of dialogue or 
partnership with the American people to go along with ecosystem management. This is even more 
important now m view of the proposed changes in the administrative appeal process. 

2. Conservation partnerships - Coupled vvlth public involvement, we must expand our 
partnerships wth Stateand local governments, the private sector, conservation organizations, and anyone 
else who has a shared interest in the National Forests and Grasslands. Let’s get them more involved in 
helping get the conservation job done. The job is simply too big for the Forest Service working alone Let’s 
challenge people to lend a helping hand by working together in partnemhip. 

3. Land manager/scientist partnership - We have made great progress under New 
Perspectives to get land managers and scientIsta working together as a team in domg the b&Job possible. 
Let’s keep It up and make sum our decisions reflect the best science and close the gap between the level 
of scventific knowledge and its application in our day-to-day management 

To further round out the new policy on ecosystem management as defined above, the following basic 
principles will apply to the future management of the National Forests and Grasslands: 

1. “Take Care of the Land” by protectmg or restoring the Integrity of its soils, air, waters, 
biological dwersity, and ecological processes 

2. “Take Care of the People and their Cultural Diversity” by meeting the basic needs 
of people and commumtles who depend on the land for food, fuel, shelter, livelihood, recreation, and 
spwltual renewal 

3. “Use Resources Wisely and Efficiently to Improve Economic Prosperity” of 
communities, rqons, and natIons by cost-effective productIon of natural resources such as wood fiber, 
water, minerals, energy, forage for domestic animals, and recreation opportunities 

4. “Strive for Balance, Equity, and Harmony Between People and Land” across 
interests, across regons, and across generations by sustaining what Aldo Leopold (1949) called the land 
community, meeting this generation’s resource needs, and maintainmg options for future generatIons to 
also meet their needs 

To further add meaning to the policy and pnnciples, I am attaching a set of working guidehnes for 
ecosystem management (attachment 1) 

A special uzsue that wa must deal with under ecosystem management is clearcutting. We must accelerate 
the rsductlon in clearcutting as a standard commercial timber harvest practice on the National Forests. 
In making future forest management decismns, clearcutting 1s to bs used only where it is essential to meet 
specific forest plan ObJectwes and within the circumstances outhned in the attached policy paper 
(attachment 2) 
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In summary, the above policy, principles, and guidelines pmvide firm direction to manage the National 
Forests and Grasslands on an ecologic basii in the future. Yet, there is much room and flexlhility for the 
professionals on the ground in working with the public to work out the many details to practice ecosystem 
management on each National Forest 

I am asking each Regional Forester and Station Director to work together m evaluating their re@onal 
situation and within 90 days develop a strategy for implementing the above pohcy, princ~plea, and 
guidelines. We need to make gwd progress at a reasonably rapid pace without disrupting programs, 
recycling project decisions, or redoing pqect field work. Also, you ~111 need to take advantage of the 
flexibility unthin existing forest plans to practice ecosystem management. As forest plans need to be 
ameuded or rewed they should reflect the above policy on ecosystem management 

We have just celebrated the 100th Annivemary of the National Forest System. In our history, we have built 
upon Gifford Pinchot’s 1905 philosophy of “conservation and wise use” and “the greatest good for the 
greatest number m the long run” with the 1960 multiple-use philosophy for sustained yield of natural 
reso”rces 

We begin our next century with an additional perspective. Ecologwal management with a higher 
sensitwty to all of the environmental values of the National Forests is the next logical step in our misslon 
of caring for the land and serving people Each of you can feel that you truly have been a part of history, 
and I hope you share my excitement and enthusiasm for the future aa we head down the road toward 
ecosystem management as the best way to meet our multiple-use mandate 

/s/F Dale Robertson 

F DALE ROBERTSON 
Chief 

Euclosures 

FL 
WO Staff 
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Attachment 1 

Working Guidelines for Ecosystem Management 

1. Focus on desired present and future conditions of the land and its human Com~UUitiek. 
Focus management actions to a&eve desired current and future conditions of the land at multiple 
scales (CapIan 19921, always seaking to balance goals for the laud: 

--the beauty of the land, 
--the stability and fertdity of its soils, 
--the quahty and flows of its waters, 
--the clanty of the an, 
--the diversity of plants, animals, and biological communities, and 
--the mterconnectednesa and character of habitats and landscapes that provide for the 

health and resilience of ecologxcal systems and processes, 

with goals for the people 

--the prosperity, 
--the diversity, and 
--the health and vitahty of the people who depend on the land for their livehhoods, outdoor 

recreation opportumtlea, and insprrational experiences 

Desired conditions must take into consideration economic feasibihty and the health, productivity, and 
resilience of the land over time in the face of unplanned and uncertain future events such as fires, 
storms, and insect epidemics (Wanng and Schleamger 1985, Botkln 1990) They must also consider 
continental and global economic and environmental effects of chows made at local and regional scales, 
e g , the energy costs of alteruatwe materials 

2. Integrate thinking and actions at multiple spatial and temporal scales. Think about 
the effects of proposed actions at several geographic scales and through time (Fox-man and Godron 
1986), at least one scale larger and one scale smaller than the scale you are workmg at and at least 
for several decades m the future; more and longer if possible 

3. Be especially careful in sensitive areas. Protect special places such as wetlands, endangered 
species, rare plant populations, and cultural resources 

4. Employ the ecological capabilities and processes of the land. Work within the ecological 
potential of sltea and landscapes, maintam native dwemlty, and employ nature’s processes to the greatest 
degree possible. 

5. Get people involved in planning and carrying out project work. Involve interested 
and affected people in the full process of making decisions about common resources; plan as if you are 
in a fishbowl to make sure everyone who wants to has access and knows what is going on, make 
conservation partnerships the rule rather than the exception. 
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6. Involve scientists through adaptive management. Monitor research, interpret, and 
adapt--integrate research with operational management and set resource management up as the 
continual experiment and learmug opportunity that it always has been and always will be. 

7. Integrate resource management for operational efficiency. Integrate msoul‘wq 
integrate actions across geographic scales, and build a community of mterests--integrate everything 
and all the time but not necessardy everything on every acre at all times--this is biologically impossible 
and, therefore, technically infeasible Use good judgment! 
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Reduce Clearcutting on the National Forests 

The ObJective of this new pmvwon 18 to reduce clearcuttmg on NatIonal Forest System lands and 
make greater use of mdlvldual tree selection, group selection, green tree retention, shelterwood, seed 
tree, and other regeneration cuttmg methods which collectively provide for a more visually pleasing 
an4 dlverse vegetatwe appearance on a forest-wide basis 

Thii policy would reduce clearcutting where it has been used ae a standard timber harvest practice on 
the National Forests. Clearcutting would be limited to areas where it is essential to meet forest plan 
objectives and involve one or more of the followmg cu-cumstances: 

1. To establish, enhance, or mamtam habItat for threatened, endangered, or sensitive species 

2. To enhance wildlife habitat or water yield values, or to provtde for recreation, scenic vistas, 
utlhty hnes, road comdors, facdlty s&s, reservoirs, or similar development 

3. To rehabditate lands adversely impacted by events such as tires, wmdstorms, or msect or 
disease mfestatlons 

4. To preclude or nummlze the occurrence of potentially adverse Impacts or msect or disease 
mfcstatlons, wmdthrow, loggmg damage, or other factors affecting forest health 

5. To provide for the estabhshment and growth of dewed trees or other vegetatwe species that 
are shade mtolerant 

6. To rehablhtate poorly stocked stands due to past management practices or natural events 

7. To meet research needs 

This clearcuttmg pohcy combmed with the new USDA-Forest Service ecosystem 
management can reduce clearcutting by as much as ‘70 percent fmm FY 1988 levels The reduction on 
timber volume over the short-run is likely to be about 10 percent. There would be httle reduchon in 
timber volume over the long-term. There ~111 be mcreaaes m timber sale costs and some areas will not 
be harvested because local tunber mdustries do not have appropriate loggmg equipment to use other 
methods on steep slopes However, judlclous use of alternatws harvest methods can be substituted for 
clcnrcuttmg ou most areas of the NatIonal Forests 
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Andy Fisher (2021 206-1066 

Edwin Moffett (2021 ‘720-4026 

USDA TO ELIMINATE CLEARCUTI’ING AS STANDARD PRACTICE ON NATIONAL 

FORESTS 

WASHINGTON, June 4-Clearcutting will no longer be a standard way of harvesting national 

forest timber under a proposal announced today by the U S Department of Agriculture. 

“The new policy will limit clearcuttmg to areas where it is essential to meet forest plan objectives, 

such as estabhshmg habitat for endangered specms of wildhfe,” said USDA’s Forest Service Chief F. 

Dale Robertson 

Robertson said the proposed clearcuttmg policy is part of a more ecological approach to 

management of the Forest Service’s 191-mdlion-acre nattonal forest system 

Clearcutting is a harvest method in which all trees are removed at the same time from a site 

It is used primarily to reforest tree species which require full sunlight to grow and to create habitat 

for certain kinds of wildlife, such as deer and elk 

“Although it is a proven forest management tool, clearcutting has become increasingly controversial 

on national forests because of its appearance and impacts on other resources,” Robertson said “The 

new policy addresses public concerns and expands current efforts to decrease the use of this harvesting 

method on national forest lands ,” 

Current regulations, eetabhshed under the National Forest Management Act of 1976, limit 

national forest clearcuts to 40 acres or less except for Douglas-fir, southern yellow pine, and Alaskan 

hemlock-sitka spruce forests where they may be larger In the past few years, the Forest Serwx has 

decreased the number of clearcuts and substituted more visually acceptable harvest methods, Robertson 

said 

-more- 
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In 1988, clearcutting woe used on 310,000 of the 728,424 acrea of national forest that was 
harvested 

“The uew policy, in conJunction with the Forest Scrvlce’s new ecological approach to lnnd 
nmnngoment, cnn reduce clearcutting by ae much as 70 percent from 1988 levels,” Robertson said. 

In 1990, the Forest Serwce initiated a program, called New Perspectives, to practice more 
envlronmentelly sensitive forestry. This approach calls for greater use of harvesting methods that 
leave green trees and downed woody mated on ate 

The proposed reduction in cleamuttmg may reduce timber yields on national forests by about 
10 percent in the short run, Robertson said, and there will be some increases in timber sale costs. 

“However,” he said, “we beheve the long term environmental and esthetic benefits of reduced 
clearcutting and its accompanying controversy ~111 outweigh any possible short term losses Judicious 
use of alternative harvest methods such as selectwe cutting can be subsMuted for clearcutting on 
most national forest areae And, in the long run, timber yields will be about the same.” 

Under the proposed policy, clearcuttmg would no longer be allowed as a standard commercial 
harvestmg practice Instead rt would be allowed only under one or more of the following circumstances: 

1 To estabhsh, enhance, or maintam habitat for threatened, endangered, or sensltwe specms. 

2 To enhance wldhfe habltnt or water yields values, or to provide for recreation, scenic vistas, 
utlhty hnes, road corridors, faclhty sites, reservons, or slmtlar developments 

3 To rehablhtate lands adversely impacted by events such as fires, wmdstorms, or insect or 
disease mfestatmns 

4. To preclude or nnmmize the occurrence of potentially adverse impacts of insects or disease 
mfestat~ons, wmdthrow, logging damage or other factors affectmg forest health 

5 To provide for the estabhshment and growth of desired trees or other vegetative spews that 
are shade intolerant 

6. To rehabilitate poorly stocked stands due to past management practices or natural events 

I To meet research needs 

# 
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United States 
Departm$nt of 
AgriCUltUlG 

Forest LO10 
Service National Forest 

Baildlng 24 
Fort Missoula 
Mlssoula,MT 69801 

REPLY TO: 1920/2600 

SUBJECT: Treatment of Management Area 21 

TO: District Rangem and Program Officers 

Date: February 11,199l 

Questions were raised about the appropriateness of harvesting in Management Area 21 (old growth 
on suitable land) during the 1990 timber sale monitoring reviews. At the December Management Teem 
Meeting, we decided to stop harvesting in Management Ares 21 until we know more about how to 
manage old growth. 

There may be exceptions to this n&rim direction. However, such exceptions must be reviewed by the 
forest old growth committee (forest ecologist Jack Losensky, wildlife biologist Mike Hill& and forest 
silviculturist Vmk Applegate) and approved by the Forest Supervisor. 

Also, woodcutting may be adversely impacting Management Area 21. Until we have data to better 
evaluate the effects of woodcutting on snags, insure that these areas are not open to woodcutting. 

If you have any questions, contact Bob Meuchel or Mike Hillls. 

ORVILLE L DANIELS 
Forest Supervisor 

cc. Resource Specialists 
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United States 
Department of 
Amiculture 

Forest Lo10 
SWViCC? National Forest 

Building 24 
Fort Missoula 
Missoula, MT 69801 

REPLY TO: 2070/2470 Date: February 11, 1991 

SUBJECT: Special Grove Management, Legacy Trees and Old Growth 
Pondemsa Pine Commumties 

TO: Distnct Rangers and Program Of!%ers 

Special old-growth groves, legacy trees, and old gmwth pondemsa pine communities are important 
components of biological diversity and have slgmficant social value This letter outlines mterim direction 
for retaining these three resources. 

Special Old-Growth Groves 

These groves contam the oldest representatwes of late seral or climax commumtws that we have on 
the Lo10 or contain trees of uncommon size, age, height or ecological character 

The followmg are examples of special groves, which have been retained by district ranger decisions. 

The first 1s two acres of very old western larch m the Finley Creak drainage on the Se&y 
Lake Ranger District The forest sdviculturist e&mates the oldest tree IS nearly 600 years old 

The second IS a stand of mountam hemlock adjacent to the highway near Thompson Pass on 
the Plams/T-Falls Ranger District The chmax mountain hemlock there are 330 years of age. 

The third 1s a vigorous 49-acre. stand of western red cedar along G&-Edge Creek on the Superior 
Ranger Distnct The trees are about 250 years old and some are more than g-feet in diameter 

I agree with the decuxms to not harvest such groves Instead, we should manage rn a way that perpetuates 
then- character Grove management should be considered dunng the project plannmg process 

A special grove could be 1x1 any management area There 1s not a set number of groves. Instead, we 
should look at this as an opportumty to perpetuate a hmlted recourse 

I have requested a new TSARS data base code to help track these groves. In addition, Forest Silvicultunst 
Vxk Applegate has developed a data table to list grove location and charactenstws. 

Legacy Trees 

It 1s important to retam an appmpnate number of large, old trees in harvest units. Called legacy trees, 
they have aesthetlc qualities, help maintain a storied structure for vertical diversity, product seed, and 
provide future snag Because of such values, the retention of legacy trees should be addressed during 
Pi-OJeCt ,,hlllng 

Large, old trees are valuable and they take centunes to replace We must plan for and retain an 
appropriate number m harvest units Exceptions may occur as approved by district rangers, but our 
goal is to retain legacy trees 
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Old Growth Ponderosa Pine Connnunlties 

We have lost an important element of biological diversity because of past logging of old gmwth ponder&& 
pine communltiee We need to give more attention to old-growth pondemsa pine communities and 
increase their representation in the future. 

Historically, pondemsa pine communities were a component of old-growth on the I.&. Reseat& by 
Forest Ecologist Jack Losensky suggests a majority of Lo10 old-growth occurred at low elevations and 
burned frequently. Fire occurred every 5-25 years and maintained park-like pondemsa pine commualties 
comprising centuries-old trees. 

Low-elevation pine communities were among the that trees to be harvested in the last 1800’s. For 
example, the military logged the big pine in Pattee Canyon in the 18’70% to construct Fort Mlssoula. 
From 1885-1915, the Bitterroot Valley was logged for building materials, mine timbers, rallmad ties 
and fuel used by the copper empire in Butte. A large amount of pine on national forest land was logged 
in the 1960’s. 

People not only harvested the large old trees, but also extinguished the fires that are needed to sustain 
the old-growth pondemsa pine communities. In the absence of tire, Douglas-fir has replaced or become 
the dominant tree species on many former pondemea pine sites. 

The few stands of old-growth pondemsa pine that remain are extremely valuable and should be 
maintained. Interdiiciplinary teams working on projects in pondemsa pine communities need to be 
alert to this. Bring any old growth pondemsa pine stands to the attention of the district ranger and 
the forest old-growth committee so they can assess the management strategy. Also, in drainages where 
old growth pondemea pine is lacking, teams need to look for opportunities to develop this community. 

The retention of groves, legacy trees, and old growth pondemsa pine communities will help us meet 
the following forest-wide goals: 1) provide habitat for viable populations of all indigenous wildlife species 
and for increasing populations of big-game animals; and 21 provide a pleasing and healthy environment, 
including clear air, clean water, and diverse ecosystems 

Ultimately, we’11 need to address these three resources in the forest plan. Our interim direction is to 
protect them as we learn more about ecosystem processes and how to manage to biological diversity. 

ORVILLE L DANIELS 
Forest Supervisor 

cc Resource Specialists 
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United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Forest LO10 
Service National Forest 

Building 24 
Fort Mlssoula 
Missoula, MT 69801 

REPLY TO: 1920 

SUBJECT: Old Gmwth Situation at Seeley Lake RD, 
Interim Direction 

Date: September 11, 1991 

TO: Pmgram Officer, Planning 

During the December Management Team, the old growth sltuatmn at Seeley Lake was discussed. 
That situation is 

1. When the forest plan was developed, a decision was made that no MA 21 need be allocated 
at Seeley Lake because there was a high percentage of madless and wilderness lands on the 
district That deewon assumed that the roadless and wilderness land contained enough old 
growth with adequate spatml and community distnbution to meet or exceed the 8% old growth 
standard set in the forest plan. 

2 An age class analysis completed by Jack Losensky indicated that the wilderness and roadless 
lands probably do not have old growth either adequate to meet the 8% mmimum, or to meet 
the distribution requirement 

3 The problem may have been exacerbated by the Canyon Creek Fne, which consumed some 
old growth 

Recognizing this problem, Anne Zimmermann has directed her staff to: 

1 Identify on a project-by-pmject basis within the cumulative effects analysis area, all old 
growth avaiIabIe by habltat group 

2. Defer timber harvest from enough old growth stands to meet or exceed the forest plan old 
growth standard (8% per drainage ulth all habitat groups represented) 

I support Anne’s decmon During our m-analysis of the old growth issue, it’s possible that we ~11 
make some changes m the way we allocate and manage old growth. This intenm direction will protect 
enough old growth so that we’ll have a wde rauge of options avadable when we change the old growth 
allocation 

This will be the mtenm directmu untd we have fully re-evaluated the old growth wue. 

ORVILLE L. DANIELS 
Forest Superwor 

cc: Distnct Rangers 
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LOLO AND DEERLODGE SUPERVISORS 
LETTER ON ROCK CREEK 



United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Forest 
Service 

Deerlodge 
National 
FOlY& 

Federal Building 
P.O. Box 400 
Butte, MT 69703 

Reply to: 1920 

Date: February 26, 1993 

Dear Interested Party: 

In June, 1991, we announced that we were suspending work on all but three timber sales, pending a 
pubhc review of the forest plan direction for Rock Creek. As part of that review we solicited comments 
at two pubhc workshops 

We have now completed the public review of the Lo10 and Deerlodge forest plans for Rock Creek and 
have decided to continue the suspension of all work on future timber sales with the exception of the 
Pat Gulch Post and Pole Sale, whmh was approved in December 1991, and the Upper Camp-Duncie 
Tmrber Sale for which a draft envimnmental impact statement was released in January, 1993 

The overriding concern on the part of the public centers around logging and its impact on the character 
of the creek Most people want Rock Creek to he managed for fnh, water quahty, recreation, and 
wildlife. They are concerned that logging wdl damage these resources. It IS clear from the commeols 
that logging in Rock Creek should he pursued only when it can be shown to sustain these other resources 
This is not the basis upon which the current timber sale program is formed 

The suspension of timber sales will continue until we have completed a new planning pmcess for the 
entire Rock Creek drainage hased on principles of ecosystem health. At present our budget does not 
permit us to begm this process immediately. We anticipate we will begm this planning process in the 
next couple of years. 

When we initiate the drainage-wide, ecosystem planning pmcess we will get back in touch with you 
Thank you for participating m the Rock Creek review 

Sincerely, 

/s/Van C. Elsbernd Is/ Orville L. Daniel6 

VAN C. ELSBERND 
Forest Supervisor 
Deerlodge National Forest 

ORVILLE L. DANIELS 
Forest Supervisor 
Lo10 National Forest 
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united states 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Forest LO10 
Service National Forest 

Building 24  
Fort M issoula 
M issoula, MT  69801 

Reply to: 1920 

Date: September 11, 1991 

Dear Concerned Citizen, 

The  Lo10 has found it nemssary to reduce its timber  sale level for the next five years W e ’re establishing 
our timber  sale program at a  level substantially below the Allowable Sale Quantity (ASQ) we set in 
our forest plan in 1986. I’d  like to discuss how much we plan to sell and  the reasons for the change. 

The  Lo10 Forest Plan set an  ASQ of 1.07 biiion board feet per decade, an  anuunl  average of 107  lnilhon 
board feet (MMBF) per year. ASQ is def ined as the upper  lim it of the amount  of tnnber that can be  
sold during the decade. 

For the last five years we have prepared timber  sales according to the dwxtion set in the forest plan, 
analyzed the results and  found that we cannot schedule 107 MMBF 

W e  have been selling an  annual  average of 72  MMBF fur the past 10  years In order to put forth an  
achievable program we now plan to offer 58  MMBF for sale in 1992, and  an  average of 51  MMBF per 
year for the years 1993 - 1996 Thii sale level provides a  more stable and reahstic tnnber program for 
the next five years. 

During the last 18  months, more detailed mon itoring and evaluation has revealed the analysts for our 
forest plan contained some incorrect assumptions. W e  assumed all the 124 m illion acres of land with 
merchantable trees designated as “suitable” for timber  harvest would be  avsllable for harvest In at 
least four cases, this assumption no  longer holds up. 

F irst, the rate of logging has been higher than we anticipated on  about 400,000 acres of 
privately-owned forested lands within the boundar ies of the Lo10 The  cumulative effects 
of both private cutting at the current rate and Lo10 cutting at the p lanned rate would 
violate resource protection standards for wildlife cover and watershed buffering. The  result 
is a  significant reduction in harvest on  289,000 “suitable” acres 
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Second, we intensively logged some areas during the last three decades. During the 1960% 
and 1970’s we sold an  annual  average of 129  MMBF, a  level higher than the ASQ set in 
the forest plan W e ’ve found 333,000 “suitable” acres where over 30  percent of the acres 
hnve been harvested Many of these areas cannot be  re-entered yet because more cutting 
would violate standards for wildlife pmtection, water quality, and  the appearance of forest 
landscapes 

A third factor restricting sales is the controversy over the Lolo’s 36  roadless areas, amount ing 
to 263,000 “suitable” acres. Heightened interest in mad less areas has increased the time  
and cost of preparing timber  sales Some timber  offered from roadless areas are small 
sales; the cost of preparmg envlmnmentsl  impact statements for them is prohibitive. W h ile 
we will continue to offer sales in mad less areas, some sales may not he  possible. 

Fourth, the forest plan assumed merchantable trees were spread evenly across the forest 
In reabty, on  about 280,000 acres where wildfires burned from 1910 to 1935, tirs created 
many large areas of youug trees Many trees in these relatively young forest stands will 
not be  economxal  to log for twenty or thirty years. 

For the ressons described, harvest will be  reduced on  about 960,000 acres, amount ing to 77  percent of 
the “suitable” land. The  La10 Forest Plan will be  amended to reflect our findings 

The  forest plan was always intended to be  dynannc. Despite our best efforts to predict the future, 
sometimes things change in a  way we did not consider O ther tnnes we snnply acqune new informntion 
W e  will adjust the plan as the situation warrants. I will keep you posted so you can participate in the 
forest plan amendment  process 

S1ncert?ly, 

/s/ Orville L  Daniels 

ORVILLE L  DANIELS 
Forest Supervwx 
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